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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This non-final action is in response to the amendment filed on: 05/1 5/08. 

2. Claims 1-46 are pending. Claims 1 and 18 are independent claims. 

3. The following rejections are withdrawn, since applicant's arguments and filed 
affidavit (disclosing that the Oracle White Paper reference was within a year of 
application filing date) are persuasive: 

• Claim 1 -3, 5,7,8,13,14,1 6-26, 28, 30, 31 , 36, 37, and 39-46 rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Abrams et al, in further view of Hofmann 
etal. 

• Claims 4, 6, 27, and 29 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Abrams et al and Hofmann et al, in further view of Hind et al 

• Claims 9-12, and 32 - 35 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Abrams et al, in view of Hofmann et al, and Hind et al, in further view of 
Burnard et al. 

• Claims 15 and 38 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Abrams et al, and Hofmann et al, in further view of Katariya et al. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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4. Claim 1-3, 5, 7, 8, 13, 14, 16-26, 28, 30, 31, 36, 37, and 39-46 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Abrams et al (US Patent: 6,675,350 B1, 
issued: Jan. 6, 2004, filed: Nov. 4, 1999), in further view of Hofmann et al (US 
Application: 2001/0009016 A1 , published: Jul. 19, 2001, filed: Jan. 12, 2001), and 
further in view of Griffen (US Patent: 7,367,014 B2, issued: Apr. 29, 2008, filed: Oct. 24, 
2002). 

With regards to claim 1 , Abrams et al teaches: 

• In response to receiving a request to display the page, performing the steps of: 

• Determining that the page is associated with a page parameter (Fig 6: whereas a 
page is displayed according to user preference data/parameters for collecting 
data from a particular site/URL (column 4, lines 13-30)) 

• Inspecting a mapping to determine that the page parameter is mapped to a 
portlet parameter (As shown in Fig 2a, and Fig 2b, and explained in column 4, 
lines 13-30, the page parameters are checked and refined by a user (thus 
establishing mapping data with respect to a page parameter and a portlet 
parameter) to determine what summary information to display in each of the 
portlets (Fig 6, 630) of a portlet that generates a component of the page that is 
based, at least in part, on the portlet parameter (whereas, as explained in column 
6, lines 12-25: each portlet receives parameters of the page, and each of the 
parameters are based upon user customized specified headlines of web sites). 
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• Passing a value associated with the page parameter as a value of the portlet 
parameter to a routine responsible for rendering the component, and the routine 
generating the component based upon the value associated with the portlet 
parameter (Fig 2a, and Fig 2b: whereas, the portlets use page parameters such 
as URL data to display page/summary information for the page located at the 
particular URL, and constraint based parameters to display constraint based 
page/summary information for the page located at the particular URL) and 
inserting the component that was generated by the routine into the page (Fig 6: 
whereas, the generated data/component is inserted into a page) 
However, Abrams et al does not expressly teach passing a value associated with the 
page parameter as a value of the portlet parameter to the portlet that generates the 
component of the page, and inserting the component that was generated by the portlet 
into the page. 

Yet, Hofmann et al teaches passing a value associated with the page parameter as a 
value of the portlet parameter to the portlet that generates the component of the page, 
and inserting the component that was generated by the portlet into the page 
(paragraphs 0037-0044: whereas, a page is requesting, and includes portlet data for a 
specific portlet, such that the portlet is used to generate a component/data-content-of- 
interest part of a page (paragraph 0121 )). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Abrams et al's routine, such that a portlet-method is used to 
accept page parameters, as taught by Hofmann et al. The combination of Abrams et al 
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and Hofmann et al would have allowed Abrams et al to have "developed an 
independent technique to provide access to particular information" (Hofmann et al, 
paragraph 0007). 

However, Abrams et al and Hofmann et al do not expressly teach generating and 
storing a mapping that maps one or more page parameters to one or more portlet 
parameters; ... determining that the page is associated with a page parameter from the 
one or more page parameters, retrieving ... the mapping; and wherein the portlet is 
executable code that is operable to generate page components. 
Yet, Griffen teaches generating and storing a mapping that maps one or more page 
parameters to one or more portlet parameters (column 1 1 , lines 1-24: whereas, portlet 
configuration information is generated and stored using tools, such that parameters for 
a particular page, are mapped to portlet parameters (column 3, lines 1-9)); 
...determining that the page is associated with a page parameter from the one or more 
page parameters, retrieving ... the mapping (column 11, lines 1-24: whereas, the 
configuration information/mapping data is retrieved); and wherein the portlet is 
executable code that is operable to generate page components (column 15-34: whereas 
a portlet is executed to generate/render page components). 
It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Abrams et al's data retrieval routine, such that a mapping is 
retrieved, with respect to page parameters and portlet parameters, as taught by Griffen 
et al. The combination of Abrams et al, Hofmann et al, and Griffen would have allowed 
Abrams et al to have implemented "a standard way to represent portlet configuration 
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information so that a portlet can be manipulated and rendered by non-proprietary tools" 
(Griffen, column 2, lines 1-4).. 

With regards to claim 2, which depends on claim 1, Abrams et al, Hofmann et al, 
and Griffen similarly teaches wherein the step of mapping the page parameter, wherein 
mapping the page parameter comprises the steps of: mapping the page parameter to a 
second portlet parameter associated with a second component of the page; and 
passing the value associated with the page parameter as the value of the second portlet 
parameter to a second portlet that generates the second component, as similarly 
explained in the rejection for claim 1 , whereas multiple portlets receive one or more 
page parameters, and the URL data (value of the page parameter) is passed to 
logic/routine(s) responsible for rendering an updated/second page). 

With regards to claim 3, which depends on claim 1, Abrams et al , Hofmann et al, 
and Griffen, similarly teach wherein: establishing a plurality of page parameters for the 
page; mapping the plurality of page parameters to a plurality of portlet parameters 
associated with the component of web page; wherein the step of inspecting the 
mapping further comprises the step of inspecting the mapping to determine which page 
parameters of the plurality of page parameters are mapped to each of the plurality of 
portlet parameters; wherein the step of passing the value further comprises the step of 
passing, based on the mapping, values associated with the plurality of page parameters 
as the values of the plurality of portlet parameters to the portlet that generates; and 
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wherein the step of the portlet generating the component further comprises the step of 
the portlet generating the component based upon the values associated with the 
plurality of portlet parameters, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 1 
(whereas multiple parameters are supported), and is rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 5, which depends on claim 1, Abrams et al, Hofmann et al, 
and Griffen similarly teaches wherein the steps of mapping further comprises the step of 
mapping the page parameter to the portlet parameter and mapping a second page 
parameter to a second portlet parameter of the portlet that generates the component of 
the page, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 1 , URL data is the first page 
parameter, and constraint based parameters are used as secondary parameters for the 
component of the page; and thus, rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 7, which depends on claim 1, Abrams et al, Hofmann et al, 
and Griffen similarly teach wherein the request to display the page includes a URL and 
the URL includes the value associated with the page parameter, and wherein the step 
of passing the value associated with the page parameter is performed by passing the 
value contained in the URL as the value of the portlet parameter (whereas, as explained 
in column 4, lines 13-30, and in the rejection for claim 1, URL data is used as parameter 
information, to be passed as the value of the portlet parameter). 
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With regards to claim 8, which depends on claim 1, Abrams et teaches further 
comprising the steps of: presenting to a user a user interface for customizing the page; 
in response to the user interacting with the user interface, obtaining a user specified 
value for the page parameter; and wherein the step of passing the value associated with 
the page parameter is performed by passing the user specified value as the value of the 
portlet parameter to the portlet responsible for rendering the component, (in column 4, 
lines 1-12, and column 6, lines 25-32, a user interface is used by a user to specify page 
parameter values including URL, constraint, and layout/positions/fonts to a routine for 
rendering/displaying the component). 

Additionally, as explained in the rejection for claim 1, the combination of Abrams et al 
.Hofmann et al, and Griffen teaches Abrams et al's routine modified such that a portlet- 
method is used when passing the value of the portlet parameter to the portlet that 
generates the component. 

With regards to claim 13, which depends on claim 1, Abrams et al teaches further 
comprising the step of presenting to a page designer a user interface for specifying the 
mapping between the page parameter and the portlet parameter ((whereas, as 
explained in column 4, lines 1-12, and column 6, lines 25-32, a user interface is used by 
a user to specify page parameter values including URL, constraint, and 
layout/positions/fonts to a routine for rendering/displaying/mapping the component)). 
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With regards to claim 14, which depends on claim 1 , Abrams et al, Hofmann et 
al, and Griffen teaches registering the portlet with a portal repository, wherein the 
process of registering the portlet causes data associated with the portlet to be stored in 
the portal repository (Abrams et al, claim 1 : whereas, a data source comprises 
registered profile data associated with the routine). 

With regards to claim 16, which depends on claim 1, Abrams et al teaches further 
comprising the step of receiving input from a page designer through a user interface to 
create the mapping between the portlet parameter and the page parameter (whereas, 
as explained in column 4, lines 1-12, and column 6, lines 25-32, a user interface is used 
by a user to specify page parameter values including URL, constraint, and 
layout/positions/fonts to a routine for rendering/displaying/mapping the component). 

With regards to claim 17, which depends on claim 1 , Abrams et al teaches the 
method further comprises the step of retrieving the stored value; and the step of the 
porltet generating the component further comprises the step of the portlet generating 
the component based upon the retrieved value (claim 1 of Abrams et al, Fig. 2A: 
whereas, the stored value(s)/preferences/constraints are stored in data stores, which 
are used to generate the components 240, 250, and 260). Additionally, as explained in 
the rejection for claim 1 , the combination of Abrams et al and Hofmann et al teaches 
Abrams et al's routine modified such that a portlet-method is used when passing the 
value of the portlet parameter to the portlet that generates the component. 
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With regards to claim 18. Abrams et al teaches a method comprising: 

• In response to a user manipulating a component associated with a page, a portlet 
that generates the component generating a particular event (column 4, lines 20- 
21 : whereas a user manipulates a web address in component 220 of a portlet, 
causing the portlet in the page to generate a URL selection event) 

The portlet passing data that represents the particular event to logic associated with the 
page, inspecting a first mapping that maps events to actions and event output 
parameters to page parameters (whereas, as explained in column 4, lines 1-12, and 
column 6, lines 25-32, a user uses a component/portlet (by generating an event as 
explained above) to specify page parameter values including URL, constraint, and 
layout/positions/fonts to a routine for rendering/displaying/mapping the component,), 
determining, based on the first mapping and the passed data, an action to perform in 
response to the particular event (whereas the action to perform is to display all 
hyperlinks with their associated text for the selected site in pane 260 (column 4, lines 
21-24)); inspecting the first mapping to determine that an event output parameter 
associated with the particular event is mapped to a page parameter; and causing the 
action to be performed ... wherein causing the action to be performed comprises 
passing a value of the event output parameter as the value of the page parameter 
(column 4, lines 21-29: whereas, the URL data that represents the event is mapped to 
panes 240, 250, and 260, and a display action with regards to the URL data is 
performed). 
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However, Abrams et al does not expressly teach generating and storing a first mapping 
that maps one or more events to one or more actions and one or more event output 
parameters to one or more page parameters; a portlet that previously generated the 
component; wherein the portlet is executable code that is operable to generate page 
components; and retrieving the first mapping. 

Yet, Griffen teaches generating and storing a first mapping that maps one or more 
events to action, such as through minimizing or maximizing events to result in a 
minimized or maximized portlet window (Figure 6), and the event parameters are also 
mapped to page parameters as explained in column 2, lines 45-59: whereas events 
such as mouse movements/gestures are registered for a respective particular portal 
page, render the portal page appropriately. Additionally, the Griffen teaches a portlet 
that previously generated the component, .... Wherein the portlet is executable code 
that is operable to generate page components (whereas, as explained in column 6, lines 
15-34: whereas, a portlet renders a component, showing dynamically updated data 
such as stock quotes), and retrieving the first mapping (whereas, as explained in 
column 1 1 , claim 21 of Griffen, the configuration/mapping data is retrieved to properly 
render a portlet). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Abrams et al's data retrieval and display method, such that 
executable code, such as portlet s are used to render components of a page, as taught 
by Griffen. The combination of Abrams et al and Griffen, would have allowed Abrams et 
al to have implemented "a standard way to represent portlet configuration information so 
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that a portlet can be manipulated and rendered by non-proprietary tools" (Griffen, 
column 2, lines 1-4). 

With regards to claim 19, which depends on claim 18, Abrams et al teaches 
wherein the page is a first page and the page parameter is associated with a second 
page; and the step of causing the action to be performed further comprises the step of 
passing the value of the page parameter to logic responsible for rendering a second 
page, as similarly explained in claim 1 , the URL data (value of the page parameter) is 
passed to logic/routine(s) responsible for rendering an updated/second page, and is 
rejected under the similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 20, which depends on claim 18, Abrams et al teaches 
wherein the step of causing the action to be performed further comprises the step of 
generating a request that specifies a URL, wherein the value of the page parameter is 
included in the URL: (whereas, as explained in column 4, lines 13-30, and in the 
rejection for claim 1 , URL data is used as parameter information, to be passed as the 
value of the portlet parameter). 

With regards to claim 21 , which depends on claim 20, Abrams et al teaches: the 
step of generating the request further comprises the step of generating a request for 
executable code; and the step of causing the action to be performed further comprises 
the step of invoking the executable code, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 
1 , page parameter data is passed to the appropriate portlet parameters, and the 
passing of the value causes the display/render action to be performed. Since the 
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rendering as shown in Fig 2A as performed/executed, the figure inherently teaches that 
code must have been executed in order for the appropriate components/portlets to have 
been updated with the mapped parameter values. 

With regards to claim 22, which depends on claim 21, Abrams et al teaches 
wherein the executable code is a web service (column 1 , lines 45-60: whereas, the 
executable code, provides user's with a service to collect information from disparate 
sources, to be displayed in a summarized and consistent manner). 

With regards to claim 23, which depends on claim 18, Abrams et al teaches 
wherein; 

The action comprises rendering a second page, wherein the page parameter is 
associated with the second page, and wherein rendering the second page (as similarly 
explained in the rejection for claim 19, and is rejected under similar rationale) comprises 
the steps of: 

Inspecting a mapping to determine that the page parameter is mapped to a portlet, as 
similarly explained in the rejection for claim 1, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

The second portlet generating a component based upon the value associated with the 
portlet parameter, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 19, and is rejected 
under similar rationale. 

Inserting the second component that was generated by a portlet into a page, as similarly 
explained in the rejection for claim 19, and is rejected under similar rationale. 



Application/Control Number: 10/600,284 Page 14 

Art Unit: 2178 

However, Abrams et al does not expressly teach 

Inspecting a second mapping to determine that the page parameter is mapped to a 
portlet parameter of a second portlet that generates a second component of the second 
page that is based, at least in part, on the portlet parameter; and 

Passing the value of the page parameter as the value of the portlet parameter to the 
second portlet; 

Yet, Hofmann et al teaches: 

• Inspecting a second mapping to determine that the page parameter is mapped to 
a portlet parameter of a second portlet that generates a second component of the 
second page that is based, at least in part, on the portlet parameter (paragraphs 
0017, 0038, 0039: whereas, multiple mappings are implemented for a multiple 
number of portlets, such that an appropriate portlet is selected for generating a 
component of a page, based upon a portlet parameter). 

• Passing the value of the page parameter as the value of the portlet parameter to 
the second portlet whereas, a page is requesting, and includes portlet data for a 
specific portlet, such that the portlet is used to generate a component/data- 
content-of-interest part of a page (paragraph 0121)). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Abrams et al's routine, such that a portlet-method is used to 
accept page parameters when implementing multiple portlets, as taught by Hofmann et 
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al. The combination of Abrams et al, Hofmann et al, Griffen would have allowed Abrams 
et al to have "developed an independent technique to provide access to particular 
information" (Hofmann et al, paragraph 0007). 

With regards to claim 24, for a computer-readable storage medium storing one or 
more sequences of instructions which, when executed by one or more processors, 
causes the one or more processors to perform a method similar to the method recited in 
claim 1, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 25, for a computer-readable storage medium storing one or 
more sequences of instructions which, when executed by one or more processors, 
causes the one or more processors to perform the method recited in claim 2, and is 
rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 26, for a computer-readable storage medium storing one or 
more sequences of instructions which, when executed by one or more processors, 
causes the one or more processors to perform a method similar to the method recited in 
claim 3, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 28, for a computer-readable storage medium storing one or 
more sequences of instructions which, when executed by one or more processors, 
causes the one or more processors to perform a method similar to the method recited in 
claim 5, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 30, for a computer-readable storage medium storing one or 
more sequences of instructions which, when executed by one or more processors, 
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causes the one or more processors to perform a method similar to the method recited in 
claim 7, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 31 , for a computer-readable storage medium storing one or 
more sequences of instructions which, when executed by one or more processors, 
causes the one or more processors to perform a method similar to the method recited in 
claim 8, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 36, for a computer-readable storage medium storing one or 
more sequences of instructions which, when executed by one or more processors, 
causes the one or more processors to perform a method similar to the method recited in 
claim 13, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 37, for a computer-readable storage medium storing one or 
more sequences of instructions which, when executed by one or more processors, 
causes the one or more processors to perform a method similar to the method recited in 
claim 14, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 39, for a computer-readable storage medium storing one or 
more sequences of instructions which, when executed by one or more processors, 
causes the one or more processors to perform a method similar to the m the method 
recited in claim 16, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 40, for a computer-readable storage medium storing one or 
more sequences of instructions which, when executed by one or more processors, 
causes the one or more processors to perform a method similar to the method recited in 
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claim 17, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 41 , for a computer-readable storage medium storing one or 
more sequences of instructions which, when executed by one or more processors, 
causes the one or more processors to perform a method similar to the method recited in 
claim 18, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 42, for a computer-readable storage medium storing one or 
more sequences of instructions which, when executed by one or more processors, 
causes the one or more processors to perform a method similar to the method recited in 
claim 19, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 43, for a computer-readable storage medium storing one or 
more sequences of instructions which, when executed by one or more processors, 
causes the one or more processors to perform a method similar to the method recited in 
claim 20, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 44, for a computer-readable storage medium storing one or 
more sequences of instructions which, when executed by one or more processors, 
causes the one or more processors to perform a method similar to the method recited in 
claim 21 , and is rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 45, for a teaches a computer-readable storage medium 
storing one or more sequences of instructions which, when executed by one or more 
processors, causes the one or more processors to perform a method similar to the 
method recited in claim 22, and is rejected under similar rationale. 
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With regards to claim 46, for a computer-readable storage medium storing one or 
more sequences of instructions which, when executed by one or more processors, 
causes the one or more processors to perform a method similar to the method recited in 
claim 23, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

5. Claims 4, 6, 27, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Abrams et al (US Patent: 6,675,350 B1, issued: Jan. 6, 2004, filed: 
Nov. 4, 1999), in view of Hofmann et al (US Application: 2001/0009016 A1 , published: 
Jul. 19, 2001, filed: Jan. 12, 2001), in view of Griffen (US Patent: 7,367,014 B2, issued: 
Apr. 29, 2008, filed: Oct. 24, 2002), and further in view of Hind et al (US Application: 
2004/0205555 A1 , published: Oct. 14, 2004, filed: Sep. 18, 2001) 

With regards to claim 4, which depends on claim 1 , Abrams et al teaches 
mapping the page parameter to the portlet parameter associated with the component of 
the page, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 1 , and is rejected under similar 
rationale. However, Abrams et al does not expressly teach ... without mapping the page 
parameter to portlet parameters associated with any other components of the page. 
Hind et al teaches ... without mapping the parameters to portlet parameters associated 
with any other components of the page (Fig. 3A, paragraph 0024: whereas, content for 
some components/portlets are updated, while some are not, and thus 
components/portals are selectively mapped for receiving parameter data). 
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It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Abrams et al and Hofmann et al's method for mapping page 
parameters, to have only mapped page parameters to a select page component, as 
taught by Hind et al. The combination of Abrams et al, Hofmann et al, Griffen, and Hind 
et al would have allowed Abrams et al to have "reduced the time a user waits for 
receiving a portal page [by] spawning individual threads for reach portlet" (Hind et al, 
paragraph 0009). 

With regards to claim 6, Abrams et al teaches establishing the page parameter, 
and passing the value associated with the page parameter further comprises the step of 
passing the value as the value of the portlet parameter the portlet that generates the 
component, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 1, and is rejected under 
similar rationale. However, Abrams et al does not expressly teach the value associated 
with the page parameter is a default value. 

Hind et al teaches a default value (paragraph 0032: whereas, default textual parameter 
data is used when data is unavailable for a component/portlet). 
It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Abrams et al, Griffen, and Hofmann et al's method for 
mapping a page parameter to a portlet parameter, such that the page parameter value 
is a default value, as taught by Hind et al. The combination of Abrams et al, Hofmann et 
al, Griffen, and Hind et al would have allowed Abrams et al to have "reduced the time a 
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user waits for receiving a portal page [by] spawning individual threads for reach portlet" 
(Hind et al, paragraph 0009). 

With regards to claim 27, for a computer-readable storage medium storing one or 
more sequences of instructions which, when executed by one or more processors, 
causes the one or more processors to perform a method similar to the method recited in 
claim 4, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 29, for a computer-readable storage medium storing one or 
more sequences of instructions which, when executed by one or more processors, 
causes the one or more processors to perform a method similar to the method recited in 
claim 6, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

6. Claims 9-12, and 32 - 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Abrams et al (US Patent: 6,675,350 B1, issued: Jan. 6, 2004, filed: 
Nov. 4, 1999), in view of Hofmann et al (US Application: 2001/0009016 A1 , published: 
Jul. 19, 2001, filed: Jan. 12, 2001), in view of Griffen (US Patent: 7,367,014 B2, issued: 
Apr. 29, 2008, filed: Oct. 24, 2002), and further in view of and Hind et al (US 
Application: 2004/0205555 A1 , published: Oct. 14, 2004, filed: Sep. 18, 2001), and 
further in view of Burnard et al (US Patent: 5,613,122, issued: Mar. 18, 1997, filed: Nov. 
14, 1994). 
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With regards to claim 9, which depends on claim 1 , Abrams et al teaches 
determining a selected value based on override preferences (column 6, lines 12-32: 
whereas, override settings/preferences are determined), and passing the selected value 
as the value of the portlet parameter to the routine responsible for rendering the 
component (as similarly explained in the claim 1, and also in column 6, lines 12-32, the 
selected preference values are used to render a customized view). However, although 
Abrams et al teaches, override preferences, Abrams et al does not expressly teach an 
override hierarchy, and passing a value as to value of the portlet parameter to the 
portlet that generates the component. 

The combination of Abrams et al, Hoffmann et al, and Griffen teaches, passing a value 
as to value of the portlet parameter to the portlet that generates the component, as 
similarly explained in the rejection for claim 1 . 

However, Abrams et al, Hoffmann et al, and Griffen do not expressly teach an override 
hierarchy. 

Burnard et al teaches an override hierarchy (Abstract: whereas, objects at a particular 
level, override objects from a different hierarchical level). 
It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Abrams et al, Hofmann et al, and Griffen's override 
preferences, such that the overriding process is based on an override hierarchy, as 
taught by Burnard et al. The combination of Abrams et al, Hofmann et al, Griffen, and 
Burnard et al would have allowed Abrams et al to have "implemented an object 
archiving system which can manage user objects to insure consistency between various 
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sections of a project or various projects while utilize common objects" (Burnard et al, 
column 4, lines 17-21). 

With regards to claim 10, which depends on claim 9, Abrams et al teaches the 
plurality of values includes a page parameter value (as similarly explained in the 
rejection for claim 1 ) and a customize page parameter value (as similarly explained in 
the rejection for claim 1 , whereas the constraint based parameters, are custom page 
parameter values), as well as override preferences (column 6, lines 12-32: whereas, 
override settings/preferences are determined). However, Abrams et al does not 
expressly teach an override hierarchy that specifies that the URL page is the page 
parameter value is the selected value. 

Abrams et al, Hofmann et al, Griffen, and Hind et al teaches a default page parameter 
value as the selected value, as similarly taught in the rejection for claim 6. 
It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Abrams et al's plurality of values such that a specific page 
parameter value, such as a URL page parameter value is used as the default page 
parameter value as taught by Hind et al. The combination of Abrams et al, Hofmann et 
al, Griffen, and Hind et al would have allowed Abrams et al to have "reduced the time a 
user waits for receiving a portal page [by] spawning individual threads for reach portlet" 
(Hind et al, paragraph 0009). 

However, the combination of Abrams et al, Hofmann et al, Griffen, and Hind et al do not 
expressly teach an override hierarchy. 
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Burnard et al teaches an override hierarchy, as similarly explained in the rejection for 
claim 9. 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Abrams et al, Hofmann et al, Griffen, and Hind et al's 
plurality of values, which includes the URL page as the default page parameter, to have 
further included an override hierarchy, as taught by Burnard et al. The combination 
would have allowed Abrams et al to have "implemented an object archiving system 
which can manage user objects to insure consistency between various sections of a 
project or various projects while utilize common objects" (Burnard et al, column 4, lines 
17-21). 

With regards to claim 1 1 , which depends on claim 9, Abrams et al teaches the 
plurality of values includes a page parameter value (as similarly explained in the 
rejection for claim 1 ) and a customize page parameter value (as similarly explained in 
the rejection for claim 1 , whereas the constraint based parameters, are custom page 
parameter values), as well as override preferences (column 6, lines 12-32: whereas, 
override settings/preferences are determined). However, Abrams et al does not 
expressly teach an override hierarchy that specifies that the customize page parameter 
value is the page parameter value is the selected value. 

Abrams et al, Hofmann et al, Griffen, and Hind et al teaches a default page parameter 
value as the selected value, as similarly taught in the rejection for claim 6. 
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It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Abrams et al's plurality of values such that a specific page 
parameter value, such as a customize page parameter value is used as the default 
page parameter value as taught by Hind et al. The combination of Abrams et al, 
Hofmann et al, Griffen, and Hind et al would have allowed Abrams et al to have 
"reduced the time a user waits for receiving a portal page [by] spawning individual 
threads for reach portlet" (Hind et al, paragraph 0009). 

However, the combination of Abrams et al, Hofmann et al, Griffen, and Hind et al do not 
expressly teach an override hierarchy. 

Burnard et al teaches an override hierarchy, as similarly explained in the rejection for 
claim 9. 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Abrams et al, Hofmann et al, Griffen, and Hind et al's 
plurality of values, which includes the customize page parameter value as the default 
page parameter, to have further included an override hierarchy, as taught by Burnard et 
al. The combination of Abrams et al, Hofmann et al, Griffen, Hind et al, and Burnard et 
al would have allowed Abrams et al to have "implemented an object archiving system 
which can manage user objects to insure consistency between various sections of a 
project or various projects while utilize common objects" (Burnard et al, column 4, lines 
17-21). 
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With regards to claim 12, which depends on claim 9, Abrams et al teaches the 
plurality of values includes a page parameter value (as similarly explained in the 
rejection for claim 1 ),a portlet specified value (as similarly explained in the rejection for 
claim 1), as well as override preferences (column 6, lines 12-32: whereas, override 
settings/preferences are determined). However, Abrams et al does not expressly teach, 
the page parameter value is a default value, and an override hierarchy that specifies 
that the default page parameter is the selected value. 

Abrams et al, Hofmann et al, Griffen, and Hind et al teaches a default page parameter 
value as the selected value, as similarly taught in the rejection for claim 6. 
However, Abrams et al, Hofmann et al, Griffen, and Hind et al do not expressly teach 
and an override hierarchy that specifies that the default page parameter is the selected 
value 

Burnard et al teaches an override hierarchy, that each objects parameters include 
attributes/values (as similarly explained in the abstract, and Fig 9) 
It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Abrams et al, Hofmann et al, and Hind et al's plurality of 
values, which include the default page parameter value, to have further included an 
override hierarchy, as taught by Burnard et al. The combination of Abrams et al, 
Hofmann et al, Griffen, Hind et al, and Burnard et al would have allowed Abrams et al to 
have "implemented an object archiving system which can manage user objects to insure 
consistency between various sections of a project or various projects while utilize 
common objects" (Burnard et al, column 4, lines 17-21). 
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With regards to claim 32, for a computer-readable storage medium storing one or 
more sequences of instructions which, when executed by one or more processors, 
causes the one or more processors to perform a method similar to the method recited in 
claim 9, is rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 33, for a computer-readable storage medium storing one or 
more sequences of instructions which, when executed by one or more processors, 
causes the one or more processors to perform a method similar to the method recited in 
claim 10, is rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 34, for a computer-readable storage medium storing one or 
more sequences of instructions which, when executed by one or more processors, 
causes the one or more processors to perform the method recited in claim 1 1 , is 
rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 35, for a computer-readable storage medium storing one or 
more sequences of instructions which, when executed by one or more processors, 
causes the one or more processors to perform a method similar to the method recited in 
claim 12, and is rejected under similar rationale. 
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7. Claims 15 and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Abrams et al (US Patent: 6,675,350 B1, issued: Jan. 6, 2004, filed: Nov. 4, 1999), 
Hofmann et al (US Application: 2001/0009016 A1, published: Jul. 19, 2001, filed: Jan. 
12, 2001), and in view of Griffen (US Patent: 7,367,014 B2, issued: Apr. 29, 2008, filed: 
Oct. 24, 2002), and further in view of Katariya et al (US Patent: 6,564,251 B2, issued: 
May 13, 2003, filed: Dec. 3, 1998). 

With regards to claim 15, which depends on claim 14, Abrams et al , Hofmann et 
al, and Griffen teaches the data associated with the portlet, and communicated with the 
portal repository, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 14, and is rejected 
under similar rationale. However, Abrams et al, Hofmann et al, and Griffen do not 
expressly teach the data associated with the portlet, is communicated to the portal 
repository as an XML document. 

Katariya et al teaches communicating with the portal repository, through the use of an 
XML document (columns 5 and 6, lines 59-67 and 1-9 respectively: whereas, 
preference/parameter information is communicated to a portal repository via XML 
format). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Abrams et al's communication of data to a portal repository, 
such that the data is passed using a XML document. The combination of Abrams et al, 
Hofmann et al, Griffen, and Katariya et al would have allowed Abrams et al to have 
allowed "the content of each page to have been enhanced by the rendered data from 
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the provider objects, thereby adding dynamic behavior to the predefined page" (Katariya 
etal, column 2, lines 26-31). 

With regards to claim 38, for a computer-readable storage medium storing one or 
more sequences of instructions which, when executed by one or more processors, 
causes the one or more processors to perform a method similar to the method recited in 
claim 15, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments, see page 2, of applicant remarks, filed 05/1 5/08, with 
respect to the rejection(s) of claim(s) 1-46 under have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further 
consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Griffen (US Patent: 
7,367,014 B2, issued: Apr. 29, 2008, filed: Oct. 24, 2002). 

Conclusion 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to WILSON TSUI whose telephone number is (571)272- 
7596. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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